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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responding to application papers dated 1/6/2004 and 9/22/2003. 

2. Claims 1-70 are pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, 
subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. * Claims 42-57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 42-57 are non-statutory because they are directed to a "medium" and 
"product" that include a carrier/communication medium (i.e. carrier wave, signals such 
as electrical, electromagnetic etc) as recited in the instant specification (i.e. page 3 and 
6). Such medium does not have a physical structure, rather it is the physical 
characteristics of a form of energy, such as a frequency, voltage, or the strength of a 
magnetic field, define energy or magnetism per se. Moreover, it does not fit within the 
definition of the categories of patentable subject matter set forth in § 101 . Thus the 
claims represent non-functional descriptive material that is not capable of producing a 
useful result, and hence represent only abstract ideas. Therefore, the claims are non- 
statutory. The following link on the World Wide Web is for the United States Patent And 
Trademark Office (USPTO) policy on 35 U.S.C. §101. The following link on the World 
Wide Web is for the United States Patent And Trademark Office (USPTO) policy on 35 
U.S.C. §101. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Offlce action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

« 

6. Claims 1-4. 6-23. 25-28, 30-40. and 42-70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Leovac (US Patent 6,668,375), in view of Hargrove et al. 
(US PG.Pub. 2003/0037325) hereafter Hargrove. 

Per claim 1 : 
Leovac discloses: 

- receiving a command from a user to install software on the computing device (i.e. 
"receiving from a user an indication of the option to be installed," col. 1 lines 50-51; "the 
customer first loads the installation module," col. 2 lines 62-67) 

- accessing a storage medium having computer code necessary for installing a plurality 
of software products on the computer including the first software product (i.e. "installing 
a software option for a software application already installed on a customer computer 
system," col. 1 lines 40-45), the computer code including a first portion that is used 
during the operation of each of the plurality of software products after installation on the 
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computer and a plurality of different second portions, each second portion associated 
with a different one of the plurality of software products and used during the operation of 
only its associated different one of the plurality of software products (i.e. The option is 
included on an installation medium provided for use with the customer system, which 
includes an installation module," col. 1 lines 40-55; "install a different set of options than 
the set of options already installed, " col. 2 lines 62-57). 

Leovac does not explicitly teach the options available in the medium are a 
plurality of different software products. However, Hargrove teaches a multi-version 
software distribution medium was known in the pertinent art, at the time applicant's 
invention was made, to allow a user to install a different version conveniently (i.e. 0021). 
it would have been obvious for one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Leovac's 
disclosed system to incorporate the teachings of Hargrove. The modification would be 
obvious because one having ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to achieve a 
convenient software distribution for a user as suggested by Hargrove (i.e. 0021). 

Leovac further discloses: 

- determining that the user is entitled to install the first software product (i.e. "the 
customer a key to unlock the requested options," col. 3 lines 35-52) 

- and installing on the computing device at least the first portion of computer code and 
only one second portion of computer code, that second portion being the second portion 
of computer code associated with the first software product (i.e. "If the keys match, the 
installation module unlocks the options requested... it copies the requested options from 
a file of options... on the installation medium," col. 3 lines 53-65). 
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Per claim 2: 

■ 

Hargrove further discloses: 

- wherein each of the plurality of software products is a distinct version of a software 
application, each version having distinct runtime behaviors, or a distinct installation, or 
both( i.e. "a multi-version software distribution medium.. .multiple versions of installable 
software," 0039). 

Per claim 3: 

Leovac further discloses: 

- receiving a command to execute an installer stored on the storage medium; and 
executing the installer (i.e. "installation module," col. 3 lines 53-65). 

Per claim 4: 

Leovac further discloses: 

- receiving a command to execute an installer previously stored on the computing 
device; and executing the installer (i.e. "the set of options already installed," col. 2 lines 
62-67). 

Per claim 6: 

Leovac further discloses: 
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- requesting entitlement infonnation from the user indicative of whether the user is 
entitled to install a software product; receiving the entitlement information; and 
validating the entitlement information(i.e. "a key to unlock the requested options," col. 3 
lines 35-52). 

Per claim 7: 

Leovac further discloses: 

- providing at least one lookup table in a file on the storage medium, the look up table 
associating each software product with information contained in packaging of the 
software product (i.e. "secure hash algorithm," col. 3 lines 35-52). 

Per claim 8: 

Leovac further discloses: 

- copying only that computer code necessary to install the first software product from the 
storage medium to the computer(i.e. "If the keys match, the installation module unlocks 
the options requested," col. 3 lines 53-65). 

Per claim 9: 

ff 

Hargrove and Leovac further disclose: 

-writing data to a registry maintained on the computing device, the data specific to the 
first software product(i.e. "copying files... value entries in registry keys," Hargrove, 0003; 
"operating systems allow the use of ...DLL." col. 2 lines 35-52; Fig. 2, Leovac) . 
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Per claims 10, 12, 13, 17, and 18, they another method versions of the claimed 
method discussed in claims 1-9, wherein all claim limitations also have been addressed 
and/or covered in cited areas as set forth the above. 

Per claim 11: 

Hargrove further disclose: 

-a plurality of data storage discs and wherein accessing further comprises: accessing at 
least two of the plurality of data storage discs (i.e. see Fig 2, plurality of discs) 

Per claim 14: 

Leovac further disclose: 

- after input of the product key; decrypting the product key; and extracting information 
from the decrypted product key that identifies the first version (i.e. "If the keys match, 
the installation module unlocks the options requested," col. 3 lines 53-65). 

« 

Perclairn15: 

Leovac further disclose: 

- providing at least one lookup table in a file on the at least one data storage disc, the 

0 

look up table identifying each product key with one of the plurality of versions on the at 
least one data storage disc(i.e. "secure hash algorithm," col. 3 lines 35-52). 
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Per claim 16: 

Leovac further disclose: 

-validating a digital signature contained in the product key; and installing the first version 
only if the digital signature can be validated(i.e. "If the keys match, the installation 
module unlocks the options requested," col. 3 lines 53-65). 

Per claims 19-22, they are another method versions of claims 1-18, respectively, . 
and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the rejection of claims 
1-18 above. 

Per claim 16: 

Leovac further disclose: 

-packaging at least some of the storage media in packaging material having markings 
that indicate that the storage media in the packaging material contains only a first 
software product; and providing a different first product key with the packaging material 
of each of the at least some storage media, each first product key associated with the 
first software product indicated on the packaging (i.e. "If the keys match, the installation 
module unlocks the options requested... the requested options from a file of options... on 
the installation medium... onto the customer system as installed options... and it 
eliminates from the customer system any exclusions," col. 3 lines 53-65). 
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Per claims 25, 27, and 28, they are another method versions of claims 1-18, 
respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the 
rejection of claims 1-18 above. 

Per claim 26: 

Hargrove further disclose: 

-the lookup table identifies a distinct user interface to be displayed by each software 
product during runtime( i.e. "four different versions of the same general operating 
system," 0002). 

Per claims 30-41 , they are another method versions of claims 19-28, 
respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the 
rejection of claims 19-28 above. 

Per claims 30-41 , they are another method versions of claims 19-28, 
respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the 
rejection of claims 19-28 above. 

Per claims 42-44 and 46-48, they are the medium versions of claims 1-28, 
respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the 
rejection of claims 1-28 above 

Per claim 45: 

Leovac further disclose: 
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- a SKU table that associates each product key with a brand in a branding table and a 
map in a mapping table; the mapping table that associates each map with an end-user 
license agreement (EULA) identifier (i.e. it checks for consistency by referring to an 
orders database... using the system identification as an index, to determine the options," 

* 

col. 3 lines 20-30; When the installation module... receives the key from customer 
service... it also computes a confirmatory key by hashing the same predetermined 
elements of the order alteration request, using the same predermined hash 

4 

algorithm... The installation module then compares the key it calculated... with the key it 
received," col. 3 lines 53-65; "a key maker 45 for computing a key based on elements of 
the system identification and the requested options communicated by the requester," 
col. 4 lines 2-22) 

- the branding table that associates each brand with distinct text to be used during 
installation or runtime of the software product; and a EULA table associating each EULA 
identifier with a EULA (i.e. "When the installation module... receives the key from 
customer service... it also computes a confirmatory key by hashing the same 
predetermined elements of the order alteration request, using the same predermined 
hash algorithm... The installation module then compares the key it calculated... with the 
key it received," col. 3 lines 53-65; "a key maker 45 for computing a key based on 
elements of the system identification and the requested options communicated by the 
requester," col. 4 lines 2-22). 
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Per claims 49-57, they are the computer program product versions, of claims 10- 
18, respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the 
rejection of claims 10-18 above. 

Per claims 58-70, they are another method versions of claims 10-18 and 42-48, 
respectively, and are rejected for the same reasons set forth in connection with the 
rejection of claims 10-18 and 42-48 above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claim 5, 24, 29, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Leovac (US Patent 6,668,375), in view of Hargrove et al. (US 
PG.Pub. 2003/0037325) hereafter Hargrove, and further in view of Weisman (US 
pg.pub.2003/0028870). 

Per claim 29: 

Leovac and Hargrove do not explicitly teach transmitting identical copies of computer 
code necessary to install any of the plurality of software products to each consumer 
over a network for storage on the consumers' storage media. However, Weisman 
teaches distributing software over a network was known in the pertinent art, at the time 
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applicants invention was made, to provide a fast and convenient software distribution 
(i.e. "Software can also be distributed by making the software available for download 
over a network/' 0006). It would have been obvious for one having ordinary skill in 
the art to modify Leovac and Hargrove's disclosed system to incorporate the teachings 
of Weisman. The modification would be obvious because one having ordinary skill in 
the art would be motivated to distribute software over network for fast delivery as 
suggested by Weisman (i.e. 0006; 0064). 

Per claims 5, 24, and 41 : 

Leovac and Hargrove do not explicitly disclose a network installation having an 
installer on the server. However, Weisman discloses distributing software along with 
installer over a network was known in the piertinent art, at the time applicant's invention 
was made, to provide a fast and convenient software distribution (i.e. "Software can 
also be distributed by making the software available for download over a network," 
0006; "downloads an installer 803 from the server computer," 0064). It would have 
been obvious for one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Leovac and Hargrove's 

r 

disclosed system to incorporate the teachings of Weisman. The modification would be 
obvious because one having ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to distribute 
software over network for fast delivery as suggested by Weisman (i.e. 0006; 0064). 
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9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Insun Kang whose telephone number is 571-272-3724. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-R 6:30-5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, MENG Al AN can be reached on 571-272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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